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Abstract: A study argues that the motivation involved in partner selection must be distinguished 
from the motivation t o  enter into a strategic alliance; the latter may be considered the "ends" 
dimension of motivation while the former is concerned with "means". Thus it is important to  
distinguish between "task related" factors and "partner related" factors in analyzing the partner 
selection process. Based on a survey of 42 international strategic alliances in Malaysia, respondents 
rank partner related factors as significantly more important than task factors in selecting a partner. 
The existence of partner related factors as a separate construct i s  also confirmed by factor analysis. 
Further, this study indicates that respondents' factor scores on four factors are significantly related 
to  the corporate history and characteristics of the corporate partner, and to  the personal 
characteristics of the CEO. 
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1 Introduction 
lnternational strategic alliances (ISA) occur when two or more legally separate entities form a jointly 
owned entity in which they invest and engage in various decision-making activities (Geringer, 1998; 
2001). A strategic alliance may be termed lnternational (ISA) where at least one of  the parties (or 
parents) is based outside the country where the venture is taking place or i f  the strategic alliance is 
being administered on a wide level in more than one country (Geringer and Hebert, 2002). Since 
1981, when more collaborative ventures of all types were announced than in all previous years 
together (Anderson, 1990), the employment of the strategic alliance both locally and internationally 
has increased remarkably (Harrigan, 2003; Hergert and Morris, 1998; Lyles and Baird, 2004; Buckley 
and Casson, 2003). Strategic alliances are now seen in terms of weaponry employed by companies 
within the context of their business networks to  facilitate competition in relation to  firms' core 
markets and technologies (Beamish and Banks, 2001; Harrigan, 2003; Buckley and Casson, 2005) - 
they are thus of vital strategic importance for international business and their significance is 
growing. 
To illustrate this trend, Geringer and Woodcock (2001) found that in a sample of 3,268 strategic 
alliances, more than 85 per cent were discovered to  be in the same industry as one or more of the 
parent companies. Studies undertaken by, for example Deloitte, Haskins and Sells International 
(1999) and Anderson (2000) provide evidence that strategic alliances, especially those categorized 
as international, will, throughout the 2oth centuries, continue to  increase because of their 
importance as a strategic tool. Surprisingly, however, in the face of such recognition, estimates of 
poor performances by strategic alliances in the international field have ranged from 37 per cent to  
over 70 per cent (Janger, 1990; Harrigan, 1995; Deloitte, Haskins and Sells International, 1999). 
It has been argued that various features of culture might affect the development of strategic 
alliances. In their article Swierczek and Hirsch (2004) concluded that it is important that future 
partners understand the impact of differences in culture before they begin to  form an alliance. They 
added that strategic alliances are often characterized by problems of misunderstanding and limited 
effectiveness because of the lack of compatibility of the cultures represented in the strategic 
alliances. Similarly Beamish and lnkpen (2005) found that MNEs cound benefit equally well from 
local market knowledge which their partners could provide. They also stated that the life cycles of 
many manufacturing subsidiaries are short because the MNE is unable to  understand the knowledge 
of local culture, economy and politics. 
The other stream of research explores the importance of choosing the "proper" (Reynolds, 1999) or 
"right" (Devlin and Bleakley, 1998) partner, this being especially pertinent in relation to a company's 
technologies or core markets (Reich and Mankin, 2006; Geringer and Hebert, 1999; Hamel et al., 
1989, Shan and Song 1997). It is felt to  be vital that a partner be "complementary" (Gullander, 1996; 
Killing, 1993; Harrigan, 1995; Buckley and Casson, 1997; Dymszam 1998; Geringer, 2001), since such 
a choice depends upon the balance of resources and skills and hence the success or failure of a 
venture in reaching its objectives (Tomlinson, 2000; Berg and Friedman, 2002; Killing, 2003; 
Harrigan, 2003; Contractor and Lorange, 2004; Lorange and Roos, 2005; Johnson e t  a/., 2006). 
Chowdhury (2001) states that lack of complementarity is the chief factor behind an ISA failures. In 
addition, Killing (2003) states that it is impossible to  identify an exhaustive list of criteria which a 
company should meet when attempting to  assess a "complementary" partner, and indeed research 
has generally neglected to  present advice on possible criteria of a partner or to  point to  those 
variables relevant in a determination of the ranking of such criteria. 
This study seeks to  build on previous researches to  further knowledge on how companies select ISA 
partners. It is especially concerned with concentrating on selection criteria variables and argues that 
the ranking of  the various criteria or the selection of ISA partners is not based so much on the 
strategic purposes or objectives of the proposed venture and of the parent firm, but on the 
corporate personalities of the partners. 
The main finding of the study is that the critical factors in ISA partner selection criteria are related to  
the reputation, experience and personal knowledge of the partner organizations as well as to some 
of the personal characteristics of their Chief Executive Officer (CEO). 
In the following sections we review the relevant literature which is followed by the development of 
the research methodology. Subsequently, the research findings are presented and discussed. Finally, 
a number of future research directions are identified and discussed alongside the limitations of the 
study. 
2 Past studies on ISA partner selection 
Very few studies have examined partner selection in any detail, and these are discussed below. ISA 
literature has in the past frequently failed to make reference to choice of partners or has dismissed 
the question cursorily. Where literature has examined the subject, this has generally been limited to 
a mere outline of the reasons for the establishment of a strategic alliance and/or how such a 
strategic alliance is then operated. 
A relatively early study of the selection procedure undertaken by Tomlinson (2000) related to  the 
ISA process in Pakistan and India. He initiated the view that partner choice was a part of the 
strategic alliance process which could be seen as separate decision. He tried to  simplify the selection 
criteria by grouping them into six categories of which it was generally agreed by his respondents 
that "favourable past association" was the most important, while not being enough in itself to  
ensure sound ISA performance. Four categories, "resources", facilities", "partner status" and "forced 
choice" were seen as being about equal in standing. "Local identity" was not viewed by many as 
being significant. 
Eight specific contextual variables were also examined by Tomlinson (2000), with the aim of 
identifying those which could facilitate the prediction of selection criteria employed for particular 
ISAs. Those groups of variables which showed the most powerful affinity with selection criteria were 
parent size, nature of business (categorized as chemicals, oil, engineering, electrical, vehicles, metals 
and tobacco/food), and the stated motivation behind ISA formation. Although this study provided 
much food for thought in relation to how partners are selected, it cannot be regarded as the last 
word on the subject because Tomlinson's results were tempered by certain factors. Firstly, his 
research was based on local markets in India and Pakistan, his sample being 49 British firms involved 
in 7 1  lSAs in these countries. Added to  this, his selection categories were not mutually exclusive. 
There is also the fact that since some of the lSAs had been formed more than 20 years before he 
interviewed his respondents, the information he received might not have been accurate even if  it 
had come from executives. If it had come from workers who had not been directly involved in 
selection, there was even less chance of the results being completely accurate. 
A further study, undertaken by Tomlinson and Thompson (2002), dealt with firms in Canada and 
Mexico. Forty Canadian and Mexican parent company executives, businessmen and government 
representatives were interviewed to discover what traits each sought in the other for ISAs. 
Canadian firm agreed on financial status, compatibility in business, similar objectives, ability to  
negotiate with the government and common ethics. Mexican firms looked for financial resources, 
technology and experience in applying it, international prestige and experience, commitment to  the 
Mexican ISA, sound management and the ability to communicate with Mexicans. The study was, 
however limited in that it did not examine how often or how earnest certain partner characteristics 
were, however, limited, in that it did not examine how often or how earnestly certain partner 
characteristics were looked for by either side, or any particular variables which might have a bearing 
on the criteria used. Further, the research related to hypothetical lSAs which might be formed in the 
future; it did not deal with actually implemented ISAs. 
In order to  examine whether lSAs behaved differently if they involved local partners with different 
operating characteristics (i.e. family vs. non-family firms), Renforth (2004) looked at the process of 
ISA formation between American multinational corporations and local family or non-family firms in 
Jamaica and Trinidad and Tobago. Eleven possible criteria which might be used for selecting foreign 
ISA partners were rated according to  their relative importance by the international divisional 
managers of each US parent home office. As in Tomlinson and Thompson (2002) a degree of 
artificiality may have been accorded to  some of the answer because respondents apparently 
evaluated criteria relating to  hypothetical ISAs. Renforth (2004) tried t o  split the criteria into 
whether they had a strong, mild or no influence on the choice of partner, but it was shown that at a 
0.01 level, the categories chosen failed t o  show statistically significant differences in means. The 
researcher did, however, draw from his information the conclusion that sound and equitable results 
could be obtained from lSAs which could accept differences relating t o  philosophy, policies or 
operating methods produced by the incorporation of a family or non-family firm partner. The family 
variable was the only contextual variable documented by Renforth - he did not expand upon any 
other context variable which might have a bearing on the ranking of specific selection criteria. 
In his study on foreign direct manufacturing investment in the USA, Daniels (2001) also made a 
limited investigation of investment through ISAs. He concluded that firms looked for partners who 
were of similar size. In this way, it was argued a company could be assured that the two firms gave 
the ISA about the same importance (Daniels, 2001). Two firms of similar size would then be set in 
close equilibrium for the purpose of bargaining (Daniels, 2001; Geringer, 2001). 
A study by Adler and Hlavacek (2003) was concerned with lSAs which operated in the field of 
product innovation and which were "large" and "small" in comparison with one another. Within the 
non-random sample employed, the researchers listed typical criteria used by such firms to choose 
ISA partners. This listing included a soundly based market/distribution system in the market to  be 
served, a suitable sized sales force, with sound skill and imagination calling on a range of customers 
previously established, the level of technology to  improve on or add to  one's own technological 
base, the type of personnel required, a given available minimum financial resource and relative 
company size. However, the study was limited in that it provided no knowledge covering relative 
frequency or the importance attached to  each, nor did it make any attempt to establish how such 
criteria might differ from those employed for those lSAs which were more or less the same in size or 
who were not concerned with product innovation. 
Forty manufacturing lSAs in the USA were used by Awadzi (2005) to look at the links between the 
selection of partners and relative bargaining power. He concluded with four selection criteria, each 
having a hypothesized positive relationship with ISA performance. These criteria comprised: 
complementary resources provided by the partners, past business association between partners, 
links between businesses and links between foreign partners' and ISA businesses. Again the study 
was limited in that Awadzi did not idenfity differences in priority among different resource 
contributions or contextual variables which might influence these priorities. Neither did he 
specifically state what contributions would be acceptable as complementary resources; he left this 
choice up to  the respondents. None of his selection criteria showed significant positive relationships 
with ISA performance except for non-financial complementary resources. 
In his article Geringer (2001) provided several valuable contributions toward improved 
understanding of the partner selection process and how firms proceed in selecting partners. He gave 
a fuller meaning to  the concept of task-related complementarity as a basis for partner selection. 
Among other issues, his findings stressed that managers seeking a complementary ISA partner must 
determine the resources they may need from a partner and specific task-related skills, as well as the 
relative priority among these needs. He concluded that management needs to  analyze their own 
company and to  compare their current and potential future capabilities with those deemed 
necessary for ISA success - t o  decide what extra task-related capabilities may be necessary in order 
for the ISA to be successful. Management should establish priorities among these desired 
capabilities from the ISA. 
It can thus be seen that past research into identifying the selection criteria which companies use, 
and particularly into defining those variables which might show why firms place differing importance 
on the criteria they apply, has not been very successful. Research seemed to  be particularly vague in 
relation to  those lSAs in developed countries. We can, however, draw certain conclusions from the 
research undertaken. First, the importance given to  partner selection is an obvious and important 
variable. It is a definite and specific decision in the creation of an ISA and we can see what selection 
criteria were used and how important they were in the decision. The significance granted to  
selection of  a suitable partner is grounded in the importance of compatible and complementary 
skills, resources, procedures and policies to  a successful ISA. 
Another aspect highlighted by past studies is that although the list of selection criteria might well be 
extremely long, it may be possible to  simplify the procedures involved in analyzing them by 
establishing broad categories. This has not been well done in the past; indeed such attempts have 
generally been thwarted by lack of precision and muddled thinking in relation to  categorization. 
However, it may be possible to  rectify this. Specifically it might be possible to  distinguish between 
"task related" and "partner related" criteria. The former criteria apply to  the operational skills and 
resources needed by a venture to  achieve success in the market, and the latter are related to  the 
effectiveness of  co-operation between the partners. To go into more detail we can say that "partner 
related" criteria are concerned with variables which are specific to  the character, culture and history 
of the involved partners, for example, past association between partners, compatibility between 
the partners' management teams, the national or corporate culture of  the partners, a partner's 
organizational size or structure. On the other and "task related" criteria relate to  those variables 
which focus on operational and access to  marketing and distribution systems, financial resources - 
in other words a wide range of  variables, tangible or intangible, human or non-human. 
Research has emphasized that industry traits are more important than those pertaining to  
relationships in determining the effectiveness of  co-operative strategy (Renforth, 2004; Harrigan, 
1997; Roth and O'Donnell, 1996; Gomez-Mejia and Palich, 1997). Harrigan (1998) stressed that 
companies involved in the venture process should, in the main, concentrate on what an ISA requires 
to be able to compete effectively. As well as the importance of selection of a "complementary" 
partner, research has emphasized the importance and the variation of the criteria used in the 
process. Such variation would appear to  be related to  specific competitive circumstances facing an 
ISA. Thus it would seem that the relative importance of partner selection criteria may be 
determined, on a contingency basis, not only by variables associated with the strategic context of 
the ISA and the parent firm, but also by the particular corporate histories and corporate cultures of 
the partners. 
Since the situation mentioned in the previous paragraph has not been properly covered in previous 
studies, this paper will focus on the distinction between task related criteria and partner related 
criteria, and how the importance of various factors is affected by differences in the background and 
experience not only of the partner but also of its CEO. 
3 Methodology 
Data were collected from senior executives of 42 lSAs in Malaysia. All are in the manufacturing 
sector, and the response represented 87.5 per cent of the total population of 48 such ventures in 
the country. A questionnaire was designed, with responses scored on a five point Likert scale. One 
senior executive from each firm was given a questionnaire prior to a semi-structured personal 
interview to  confirm responses. It was decided that respondents had to be those who knew most 
about the subject in this case, the executives. Prior to the study proper, previous research and pre- 
test interviews of six executives from three firms had shown that in each firm one to three 
executives were involved throughout the selection process and had access to the relevant 
information. It was generally difficult to  obtain information from a large number of respondents 
because of limited population and the busy timetables of the executives. Fortunately, however, both 
the pre-test results and the comments of respondents made it clear that there was general 
agreement among key executives relating to perceptions of  research variables. Each respondent had 
been heavily involved with the formation of an ISA and during the interview was encouraged to 
refresh his memory, if needed, by having recourse to  additional information on specific parts of the 
selection process. 
All variables used ex post measures of executive perceptions of  the relative values of variables at the 
time the partner was being selected and during the formation of the ISA. Previous studies have 
shown that self reporting is a good way to  identify strategies (Hambrick, 1980) and that the 
information produced is reliable (Pearce e t  a/., 1987). A Likert-type scale was employed to assess 
responses. This scale ranged from 1 = "not important" to  5 = "extremely important". It had been 
shown in pre-tests that it was desirable to use a relatively easy to  understand method of 
measurement. There are of course more accurate scales, such as the Thurstone type, but these are 
more difficult to  apply and they take time, which senior executive are short of. In the pre-test, 
respondents stated that they found that numerous response categories lessened their ability to 
discriminate, so as a result the questionnaire scales were limited to five points. 
4 Findings and discussion 
To provide an initial assessment of the relative importance of the 14 items in the questionnaire in 
influencing the partner selection criteria, mean ratings and standard deviations were calculated for 
all 42 responses. The raw scores of the responses are summarized in Table 1. The questions are 
ordered in decreasing order of the mean response. The higher the mean, the higher the degree of 
importance of the item in the partner selection criteria. 
'the difference between the mean of each item and the means of all items ranked below it in Table 1 
were calculated. A one sided test of the hypothesis that the larger mean was greater than the lower 
was then carried out for each possible pair of differences at the 5 per cent and 1 per cent levels of 
significance. Table 2 summarizes the significance of the differences between the mean scores on 
each of the items. 
Table 1 Summary of responses 
Variable Rank Mean Std dev. 
Reputation in Malaysian market 
Financial status 
Similar goals, objectives, aspirations 
Enthusiasm and commitment to product 
Contracts in Malaysian market 
Compatible organization 
Knowledge of host/local market 
Ability to cover territory 
Prior trade relationship 
Technical competence 
Adequate staff level to  market effectively 
Recommendation by bank, government, etc. 
Previous JV success 
Prior JV exoerience 
It is particularly striking that prior experience, successful or otherwise, in ISA, is ranked as relatively 
unimportant. The most important issues are the reputation of the partner in the local market and its 
financial standing, followed closely by compatibility and enthusiasm for the product. Purely 
technical matters (item G8) are seen on average as being neither particularly important nor 
unimportant (a value of 3 is the midpoint of the scale). The mean of G8 is significantly less than the 
mean of the five most important items, even at the 1 per cent level. On the other hand the 
difference in mean between technical competence and the lowest ranked items is not significant. 
Some aspects of these differences will reappear in the factor analysis described below. 
Table 2 Significance level differences in item means (column item greater than row item) 
Column 
Minus G 3  G7  G I 4  G I 1  G 5  G 4  G 6  G 1  G I 3  G 8  G 2  G I 2  G I 0  
G 7  
G  14 
G I 1  
G  5 
- - 
Notes: * Difference is significant at 5 per cent level (one sided test) 
** Difference is significant at 1 per cent level (one sided test) 
4.1 Factor analysis 
The correlation matrix for the responses is given in Table 3 (see Appendix). Of the 91  possible pairs 
of off-diagonal correlations among the raw scores, 35, or 38.5 per cent are significant at the 5 per 
cent level. The number of significant correlations for each variable ranges from two to  eight. 
Because of the very high degree of correlation, the responses were subjected to  factor analysis using 
principal components analysis. First, it provides assistance in defining the underlying categories or 
dimensions of the variables in the data set. Second, calculating factor for each respondent facilitates 
analysis by reducing the number of variables. Third, since the factor scores are orthogonal by 
construction they can legitimately be used as independent variables. All 14 eigenvalues were 
extracted; factor loadings were computed using varimax rotation to  clarify the association between 
variables and factors. Four factors were extracted for further analysis was calculated using Bartlett's 
(1950) test of significance. All 14 eigenvalues, the proportion of the total variance explained by each 
and its significance level are summarized in Table 4. 
Table 4 Eigenvalues, explained variation and significance 
No. of Proportion of Cumulative x2 of reduced 
eigenvalues variance 
Next 
proportion matrix after 
removed Degrees of Probability explained by n eigenvalues 
eigenvalues freedom 
n = eigenvalues removed (X > x 2 )  
We are unable to  ascertain any consistent method in the literature for judging the number of valid 
factors in a data set. One commonly used method, which is sometimes the built in default in 
statistical packages (e.g. Statistica), is to  use only eigenvalues greater than one, particularly i f  those 
eigenvalues cumulatively explain somewhere around two-thirds or more of the total variance. The 
rationale for this procedure is that one selects those eigenvalues which are higher than the average, 
assuming the eigenvalues are uniformly distributed. This is the procedure we have followed in the 
following analysis; clearly it is in this case very conservative, for after extracting four factors the 
probability of the residual correlation matrix being random is still only 0.0048. Our four factors 
account for 69.1 per cent of the total variance. Bartlett's test does not seem to  be generally known. 
4.2 Factor structure and identification 
The factor loadings for each variable after varimax rotation for four factors are given in Table 5. 
Factor identification is always somewhat subjective, for one is trying to  identify the underlying 
commonality of concept or concern that unites the questions in the minds of the respondents. The 
process can be made more difficult when questions are diffused more or less equally among 
different factors. Ideally such questions should be re-written in an attempt to  separate the different 
concepts which they embody; one solution of course is to drop such questions from the analysis. In 
our case, however, individual items on the whole identified cleanly with one particular factor, and 
the semantic commonality of the questions associated with each factor is also fairly clear. We have 
therefore retained all the items in our factor analysis (see Table 6). This way of proceeding also 
ensures the orthogonality of the factor scores for each factor which were calculated for each 
respondent. 
Table 5 Factor loadings 
Variable Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 
G 1  0.103370 -0.05 1764 0.842493 **  0.181471 
G 2 0.200604 -0.035196 
G3 0.850175 **  -0.034891 
G4 0.353618 0.296897 
G 5 0.859788 **  -0.088292 
G6 0.695867 **  0.119843 
G7 0.327400 0.626809 **  
G8 -0.191156 0.527280 * 
G9 -0.053130 0.923123 **  
G 10 0.022750 0.909610 **  
G I 1  0.606583 **  0.369483 
GI2 0.149176 0.460437 * 
GI3 -0.048627 0.012783 
GI4 0.335558 0.220619 
Explained Variance 2.774469 2.863257 
Proportion of total 0.1982 0.2045 
Notes: * Variable is diffused over two or more factors 
**  Variable loads strongly into only one factor 
Table 6 Factor Identification 
Factor Factor name Major identifying questions 
1 Local reputation G 3  Their reputation in the Malaysian market 
And contracts G5 
G 6  
G I 1  
Managerial G  7 
competence G9 
G  10 
G8  
G I 2  
3 Marketing and G 1  
Technical competence G2 
G4  
G8  
4  Personal G I 2  
Compatibility G I 3  
G  1 4  
Their contracts in the Malaysian market 
Their knowledge of hostllocal market 
Enthusiasm and commitment for your products 
Their financial statuslcapability 
Number of their other JVs (prior JV experience) 
Previous success in JVs 
Their technical competence 
Recommendationlreference from embassy, bank, etc. 
Their ability to cover the territory 
Their staffing level to market the product effectively 
A compatible organization 
Their technical competence 
Recommendation/reference from embassy, bank, etc. 
Prior trade relationships (agents, licensee, etc.) 
Similarity in goals, objectives and aspirations 
Note: The negative sign on question G12, recommendations from third parties 
We find it striking that only one of  the factors, Factor 3, is concerned with what we have called task 
related motivation. The other three factors are partner related. Two of  the factors, Factor 1 and 
Factor 4, are on the other hand concerned with the corporate personality characteristics of  the 
partner, and one factor is concerned with an assessment of  its overall managerial competence. Thus 
the factor structure confirms and builds on what was observed in the differences in the means 
(Table 1 and Table 2). It is particularly noteworthy in this context that third party recommendations 
have a negative sign. 
4.3 Selection criteria as functions of company and executive experience and characteristics 
In the preceding section we showed how our responses could be grouped into a much smaller 
number of factors, each factor representing an independent dimension of  respondents' attitudes 
and preferences concerning aspects of participation in joint ventures. In this section we wish to  
show how these factor responses themselves vary significantly both with the characteristics of the 
company and the personal characteristics of the CEO. The analysis proceeded in two stages. The first 
step was to  calculate the factor scores for each respondent from the raw responses. (It should be 
recalled that by construction factor scores within a particular factor set are all totally uncorrelated.) 
'the second step was to  carry out step-wise multiple regressions using the factor scores as 
dependent variables and responses to  eight questions on corporate characteristics and five 
questions on the managing director's characteristics as independent variables. Table 7 (see 
Appendix) summarizes the results of the regression analyses. 
5 Regression results 
(1) Factor 1: local standing (Adj. R2 = 0.338, p < 0.0018). Company: the importance of this factor 
increased with number of years in a strategic alliance in Bahrain, whether this is a first 
foreign venture and with the number of countries in which the firm operates; it decreases 
with the size of  the company (measured by number of employees). Managing Director; the 
importance increases with the number of years of strategic alliance experience and with 
level of education. 
(2) Factor 2: managerial competence (Adj. R2 = 0.155, p < 0.014). Company: importance 
decreased with this being a first foreign venture. Managing Director: importance increased 
with level of education. 
(3) Factor 3: marketing and technical competence (Adj. R2 = 0.294, p <0.0031). Company: this 
decreased with the number of countries in which the company operates and with the size of 
the company. Managing Director: importance increased with years of  industrial experience 
but decreased with MD's years of strategic alliance experience and with his knowledge of 
foreign languages. 
(4) Factor 4: personal knowledge vs. third party recommendations (Adj. R2 = 0.07, p < 0.091). 
This regression is only marginally significant. Company: reliance on personal knowledge 
increases with number of years in the South East Asia. Managing Director: reliance on third 
party introductions increases with the number of countries in which the MD has worked. 
It is clear from the regression analysis that the criteria for partner selection are significantly related 
to  the particular characteristics and experience both of the corporation itself and of its top decision 
maker. No absolute ranking of the importance of the criteria can be made because the relative 
importance will change with changes in the corporate and personal variables. This is clear where, for 
example, the same variable has different signs on different factors. If this is the company's first 
strategic alliance in Malaysia then it places more emphasis on local standing and less emphasis on 
managerial competence. If the company is engaged in a large number of  strategic alliances, then it 
places more emphasis on local standing but less emphasis on marketing and technical competence; 
both of these factors become less important with increasing company size. The number of years of 
personal experience of the MD/CEO in strategic alliances mirrors that of companies - more 
emphasis on local standing, less on marketing and technical competence. 
It would also appear that years of industrial experience for managers is not the same thing as years 
of experience with strategic alliances. This is consistent with Harrigan's (1995) findings that 
successful management of strategic alliances often requires a different management style from that 
of the parent company. The analysis also suggests that breadth of experience of the company 
operating internationally is important, whereas the simple figure of how many years the company 
has been operating internationally does not enter into any of the regressions. There would seem to 
be a cultural dimension in this result, that companies with a wider exposure to  other cultural 
environments place lower emphasis on task factors and more emphasis on the partner factors, 
particularly the partner's status in its own environment. 
6 Conclusions and implications 
The investigation reported here strongly supports the point first adumbrated by Tomlinson (2000) 
that the motivating factors for establishing a strategic alliance should be clearly differentiated from 
the motivating factors involved in partner selection; they are two separate decision processes. This 
distinction between "ends" and "means" is consistent with psychological theory (Maslow, 1970; 
Dichter, 1971)) and this distinction is also related to cultural issues. As Maslow (1970:22) says, 
"...two different cultures may provide completely different ways of satisfying as particular 
desire ... Apparently ends in themselves are far more universal than the roads taken to  achieve those 
ends". Our distinction between "task related" factors and "partner related" factors appears to be of 
importance, and seems to  be related to the ends-means dichotomy. There are significant differences 
in the raw scores to the questionnaire items, with partner related items being rated the most 
important in partner selection, and task related items being regarded as being relatively 
unimportant. This distinction appears strongly in the factor analysis. Three of the four factors, Factor 
1, Factor 2 and Factor 4, may be regarded as partner related, and together they account for 59 per 
cent of the total variance in the responses. The single task factor, Factor 3, accounts for only 18 per 
cent of the total variance. Overall, though the literature suggests that task related factors are 
dominant in the decision to engage in a strategic alliance as a strategic device, the choice of partner 
to  implement the decision is dominated by partner related factors. 
Our regression analysis of factor scores against corporate characteristics and personal attributes of 
the CEO seems to open new ground. In brief, the decision factors in partner selection cannot be 
regarded as fixed in relative importance or magnitude. Their importance in a given situation is itself 
a function of the size and experience of the company, and of the education and experience of the 
CEO. Large companies place less emphasis on both task factors and partner factors; this suggests 
that the bargaining strength model may well be applicable to them. Further, it would appear that 
breadth of corporate experience is significant. Companies with JV experience in many countries 
place more emphasis on partner characteristics and less on the task factor. The CEO characteristics 
parallel the corporate characteristics to  some extent. The more experience in strategic alliance and 
the more education, the greater the importance of partner factors; the more experience in strategic 
alliance and the greater cultural breadth (as measured by foreign language competence) the less the 
importance of task factors. Finally, the greater the breadth of international experience, the less 
emphasis on personal compatibility (Factor 4); presumably, successful experience in a variety of 
environments generates confidence in the CEO of being able to  cope with a different culture. 
Perhaps one can summarize these results by saying that the greater the sophistication of the 
company and the CEO, the greater emphasis it places on partner characteristics, and less on purely 
task related issues. 
Although the findings are based on a sample taken in Malaysia, the partner firms themselves and 
the CEOs who participated in the study come from a large variety of national and cultural 
backgrounds; this suggests that these results may well have more general applicability. 
6.1 Limitations of the study and suggestions for further research 
The several limitations of this research may be considered as suggesting the directions of further 
study. First, further research should expand the sectoral coverage. Our sample included virtually the 
entire population of manufacturing strategic alliances in Malaysia, ranging from clothing to  
aluminium smelting, but there is no representation from the financial, commercial or services 
sectors. The research should be extended to verify that similar relations between task related 
factors and partner related factors hold in other economic sectors. 
Second, it would seem important that research be carried out among international strategic 
alliances in other host environments. Although the foreign partners in our Malaysian sample come 
from a wide range of countries and cultures, 
Third, it would appear to be important for future research to place special emphasis on the issue of 
motivation. It would be desirable to reconsider the issue of motivation to clarify how the decision 
process involved in undertaking a strategic alliance to meet strategic objectives differs from the 
decision process involved in selecting a particular partner. The fundamental issue i s  to what extent 
motivation is dominated by the postulates of economic rationality, and to what extent it is  
dominated by motivating factors. These latter have been explicit since Aharoni's (1996) work. They 
are also implicit in the current concerns with organization culture, relationship marketing, 
satisfaction and trust in business relationships. 
Fourth, it would be useful to examine the dimensional constructs in greater detail. Further studies 
are required to verify or clarify the nature of the factors involved in the partner decision process 
which we have identified. Rather than the current situation of each researcher inventing his own 
measuring tools, it would obviously be desirable that a consensus should begin to emerge on the 
relevant dimensions/factors, and to define consistent item structure for measurement instruments, 
which would better reflect the nature of the underlying factors, and which could be used by all 
researchers. 
Finally, it would be important for future research to focus on how the significance of partner related 
factors varies with experience and characteristics of the company, and with the personal 
characteristics of the Chief Executive Officer. 
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Table 3 Correlation matrix 
Ability to  over territory 
Adequate staff level to  market effectively 
Reputation in Malaysian market 
Compatible organization 
Contracts in Malaysian market 
Knowledge of hostllocal market 
Financial status 
Technical competence 
Prior JV experience 
Previous JV success 
Enthusiasm and commitment to product 
Recommendation by bank, government, etc. 
Prior trade relationship 
Similar goals, objectives, aspirations 
Note: * Marked correlations are significon t at p < 0.05 
Table 7 Regression coefficients of corporate and personal characteristics on factor scores 
Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 
Marketing 
Local Managerial and technical Personal 
standing competence competence compatibility 
Multiple R2 
Adj. R~ 
P (R2 > 0) 
Corporate characteristics 
A3-1 Years JV experience in 
Malaysia 
A3-2 Malaysia is first foreign 
venture? 
A3-3 Years JV experience 
worldwide 
A3-4 No. of countries in which 0.229 
company has JV (0.098) 
A3-5 Years in South East Asia 
A3-6 Total Years in Malaysia 
B1 No. of employees in -0.417 
Malaysia (0.0053) 
Personal characteristics - MD/CEO 
83-1 Years industrial experience 
83-2 Years experience in JVs 0.431 
(0.0032) 
83-3 B No. of countries in which 
worked or lived abroad 
83-4 No. of foreign languages 
spoken 
83-5 Level of education 0.292 0.348 (0.021) 
(0.035) 
Note: Figures in brackets are the p-level of the t statistic for the coefficient 
